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Abstract 
Rubin and Graham (1994) pointed out that measurements designed specifically for one context might not provide reliable results 
in other contexts. Therefore, it might not be a proper move to study compliance-gaining techniques in an Asian context, for 
example, based on Western typologies. This paper aims to raise awareness of the possibility of applying inappropriate Western 
typologies in an Asian or other cultural contexts and to propose rhetorical exigence and Cooordinated Management of Meaning 
(CMM) as an alternative approach to study compliance gaining.  
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1. Introduction 
In our daily lives, it is quite impossible for us to avoid engaging in compliance-gaining situations. Gass and 
Seiter (2003) stated in their work that, “we are surrounded by influence attempts” (p. 2). In most interactions, two 
participants may or may not be aware that they are trying to gain compliance from each other. Regardless of the 
awareness, once one interactant complies, another successfully gains compliance.  
Compliance Gaining can happen from the most common contexts. Let us consider family as an example. 
Children get up and are getting ready for school and their mother tells them to have breakfast before they leave. If 
the children do so, the mother’s compliance gaining strategy obviously has succeeded. What if the children do not 
want to have breakfast, do they have to give their mother a reason? The children, to avoid long complaints from 
their mother, might have to come up with reasons to gain compliance from their mother. The reasons that explain 
their need to leave and unwillingness to have breakfast. To gain compliance, in this case from the mother, the 
children must know their mother well enough to know what kinds of reasons the mother will comply with. In a more 
obvious compliance-gaining context, a salesperson is trying to sell you a hotel membership while you are trying to 
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say “No.” Both you and the salesperson definitely have to bombard each other with reasons and use different 
strategies to gain compliance from one another. The salesperson surely tries to sell the membership, and you, if you 
are not interested, probably figure out how to reject the sell. Apparently, both participants simultaneously engage in 
compliance gaining strategies.  
What strategies should the children use with their mother? How do you and the salesperson know which strategy 
will work best? There is no absolute answer. There is no single strategy that can work well across situations (Gass & 
Seiter, 2003). Even though many researchers have tried to categorize and group strategies, none of them claim 
which one works best or even better than others. That is probably because there are many factors influencing the 
selection of compliance-gaining strategies. Those include, for example, situational dimensions such as short-term or 
long-term consequences (Miller, Boster, Roloff, & Seibold, 1977), emotional impacts (Hunter & Boster, 1987), and 
power (Levine & Boster, 2001).  
The emergence of globalization has added another dimension to communication research. The process of 
globalization has brought individuals from different ethnic and cultural backgrounds together in families, public 
parks, and educational institutions. Based on the notion that people from different countries or cultures tend to act 
differently (Hofstede, 2001), cross-cultural studies have become pervasive in academic research, especially in 
communication. For instance, conflict management in the cross-cultural context has been vastly studied by many 
scholars such as Tang and Kirkbride (1986), Varner and Beamer (1995), Ting-Toomey (1999), and Knutson, 
Hwang, and Deng (2000). Even though the study of compliance-gaining strategies still has not been related much to 
cultural differences (Lu, 1997), there is no reason not to believe that it will be another popular topic for cross-
cultural studies in the future. 
My major concern regarding this type of cross-cultural study is the inappropriateness of applying Western 
perspectives to an Asian or other cultural contexts. Rubin and Graham (1994) pointed out in their work that 
measurement designed specifically for one context might not provide reliable results in other contexts. Therefore, it 
might not be a proper move to study compliance-gaining strategies in an Asian context, for example, based on 
Western typologies. As a matter of fact, from the early adopted compliance-gaining taxonomies of Marwell and 
Schmitt (1967) to the famous typologies of behavior alteration techniques (BATs) and behavior alteration messages 
(BAMs) of Kearney, Plax, Richmond, and McCroskey (1984), none of them are generated from Asian perspectives.  
Besides culture, another concern of mine is about the way compliance-gaining studies have been conducted. Most of 
the studies focus on first defining compliance-gaining taxonomies and then trying to find out the ones used by the 
research respondents. Kellermann and Cole (in press, cited in Seibold, Cantrill, & Meyer, 1994) were aware of 
problems concerning this type of study. Those include, for example, lack of exhaustiveness of taxonomies and 
unclear conceptual definitions of strategies. In my opinion, these problems are becoming worse when the typologies 
are applied in different contexts. Possibly, based on Hofstede’s (1980) notion of cultural differences, a certain type 
of BAT and BAM is perceived differently by people from different cultures. 
My last two concerns are about the weakness of communication studies stressed by Rubin and Graham (1994). 
First, they maintained that a survey of most communication research might provide only recalled information, not 
actual behaviors. And, second is the concern that the information provided by one individual is often generalized to 
the dyadic level (Rubin & Graham, 1994). Though Rubin and Graham generally talked about these weaknesses in 
communication studies in general, it seems reasonable to assume that these flaws are embedded in many 
compliance-gaining studies.  
In order to avoid or lessen the effects of the problems mentioned above, I would like to propose an alternative 
approach to study compliance gaining. Instead of relying on a survey method and Western typologies of 
compliance-gaining strategies and messages, we should study compliance gaining through a rhetorical approach. To 
be more specific, I would like to suggest that by relying on rhetorical exigence, a defective situation can be resolved 
through the effective use of symbols such as speech or writing (Hauser, 2002) enabling us to understand more about 
the selection of compliance-gaining strategies. Moreover, Coordinated Management of Meaning or CMM theory 
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which focuses on an understanding of how meanings are created, coordinated, and managed in an interaction 
(Miller, 2002) will also be discussed to support my alternative approach to study compliance gaining.  
I am particularly interested in compliance-gaining strategies in the classroom. This is because most educational 
institutions in Thailand have established international programs and, consequently, have added more teachers from 
different countries to teach in their programs. These international teachers, in order to manage their classrooms 
effectively, have to learn how to deal with Thai students as well as students from different cultures. And, it would be 
impractical to rely on Western strategies. This paper, therefore, aims to promote the study of compliance-gaining 
strategies in a Thai context, specifically between a teacher and students in a classroom. Accordingly, there are three 
main objectives of this study. The first one is to raise awareness of both communication scholars and teachers 
regarding the possibility of applying inappropriate Western typologies in an Asian or other cultural contexts. The 
second is to propose rhetorical exigence as an alternative approach to study compliance gaining. The last objective is 
to support the new approach by using the CMM as a theoretical framework of the study. 
2. Basic Concepts of Compliance Gaining 
We all know that persuasion and compliance gaining are related. But, what is the difference between them? Gass 
and Seiter (2003) clearly differentiated these two terms in their work stating that persuasion is an attempt to change 
beliefs, attitudes, intentions, motivations, and behaviors, but compliance focuses only on changes in overt behavior. 
Stiff (1994) also gave the same explanation for compliance. He stated, “Compliance does not require an actual 
change in attitude, only a change in observable behavior” (Stiff, 1994, p. 163).  
Perhaps the earliest researchers who categorized compliance-gaining strategies or taxonomies are Gerald 
Marwell and David Schmitt (Reardon, 1987; Stiff, 1994; Trenholm & Jensen, 1996). In 1967, they developed 16 
methods to gain compliance in persuasion. Later in 1977, Miller and his colleagues created scenarios to examine 
situational factors that can evaluate compliance-gaining messages (Stiff, 1994). Those include “the type of 
relationship (interpersonal vs. noninterpersonal) between the source and target of the compliance request and the 
nature of the consequences (short-term vs. long-term) associated with compliance” (Stiff, 1994, p. 199).  
Like other communication theories, the strategies developed by Marwell and Schmitt (1967) as well as the ones 
adopted by Miller and his colleagues (1977) were criticized as “too poorly constructed to measure the underlying 
factors” (Daly & Wiemann, 1994, p. 40). At least two comments were brought up. Cody, McLaughlin, and Jordan 
(1980) pointed out that the strategies listed by Marwell and Schmitt did not include direct requests, which made the 
strategies not exhaustively relevant to the tactics. Based on their inductive derivation of typology, Wiseman and 
Schenck-Hamlin (1981) came up with their own lists of compliance-gaining strategies and claimed that their 
typology was “more generalizable, and hence superior” (Stiff, 1994, p. 203) to those of Marwell and Schmitt (1967) 
which were deductively derived from observation. Boster, Stiff, and Reynolds (1985) noticed that the list of 
Marwell and Schmitt and that of Wiseman and Schench-Hamlin overlap with one another, and concluded that the 
two can be combined and to form a 24-strategy list.  
In addition to the study of different strategies of compliance gaining, researchers also pay attention to influential 
factors affecting the use of compliance-gaining strategies. For instance, Miller et al. (1977) proposed that threat 
tactics are preferred in short-term consequence, noninterpersonal contexts. Regarding emotional impacts, Hunter 
and Boster (1987) concluded that people tend to use strategies that have a positive emotional impact. Moreover, 
Levine and Boster (2001) revealed in their study that people with power or higher position, for example, tend to gain 
more compliance from their subordinates regardless of the strategies or messages they choose.  
Even though many researchers have put most of their attention on compliance-gaining strategies used in 
interpersonal, face-to-face contexts (Gass & Seiter, 2003), there are groups of researchers who have concentrated 
their work on one-to-many contexts (e.g., Kearney et al., 1984; Kearney, Plax, Sorensen, & Smith, 1988; 
McCroskey & Richmond, 1983; Richmond, McCroskey, Kearney, & Plax, 1987). For instance, in one of their series 
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of studies, Kearney et al. (1984) explored teachers’ communication techniques to discipline students’ classroom 
behavior. They developed a typology of 22 behavior alteration techniques (BATs) and representative behavior 
alteration messages (BAMs) which teachers can use to manage students in the classroom.  
In spite of the fact that the researchers have carefully generated both BATs and BAMs, they seem to fail to take 
into consideration the possibility of teacher’s using the same BATs but different BAMs to manage their classrooms. 
As Lu (1997) pointed out, “research on U.S. college classroom management has only examined how use of BATs is 
determined by situational and individual differences” (p. 11), and it is possible that American teachers might use 
different messages when they engage in a particular BATs. Moreover, she commented that the study of BATs and 
BAMs has never been related to cultural differences (Lu, 1997).  
3. Cultural Aspects and Communication Behavior 
For decades, communication scholars have defined the term “culture” differently. For example, Salacuse (1991) 
defined culture as socially transmitted beliefs, behavior patterns, values, and norms of a collection of individuals 
identifiable by their rules, concepts, and assumptions. Hofstede (1984) described culture as “the collective 
programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one category of people from another.” (p. 51). 
Putnam and Cheney (1985) saw culture as a social unit’s collective sense of what reality is, what it means to be a 
member of a group, and how a member ought to act.  
According to Knutson (1994), although numerous definitions of culture are given, they have shared some 
common elements. He concluded that, for example, culture provides rules for appropriate and acceptable behavior in 
the form of values, beliefs, and norms; it identifies desirable behavior for their members. Undoubtedly, culture can 
shape our thoughts and behaviors. It is, therefore, understandable why people from different countries or cultures 
think or behave differently.  
There are several cultural variables that can be linked to communication practices including the selection of 
compliance-gaining strategies. Cultural contextuality (Hall, 1976) and individualism/collectivism, 
masculinity/femininity, and power distance dimensions (Hofstede, 1980), among other variables, can provide us 
with a more in-depth understanding of why members from two different cultures use different strategies to gain 
compliance. According to Hall (1976), low-context communication emphasizes how intention or meaning can be 
best expressed through the explicit verbal message while high-context communication emphasizes how intention or 
meaning can be best conveyed through the context and non-verbal channels of the verbal messages. Ting-Toomey 
(1985) added that in low-context communication, the speaker of the message is expected to be responsible for 
constructing a clear, persuasive message that the listener can decode easily. High-context communication, on the 
other hand, refers to communication patterns of indirect verbal mode, ambiguous talk, nonverbal subtleties, and 
interpreter-sensitive value. She also asserted that in high-context communication, the listener or interpreter of the 
message is expected to read between the lines, to accurately infer the implicit intent of the verbal message, and to 
observe the nonverbal nuances and subtleties that surround the verbal message (Ting-Toomey, 1999).  
In his early study, (Hall, 1976) identified German Swiss as a very low-context culture, in which messages are 
spelled out fully, clearly, and precisely while Japan is identified as a high-context culture, where messages are 
multilevel and implicit (Varner & Beamer, 1995). Based on Hall’s idea, Knutson (1994) stated in his study that most 
Asian cultures, including Thailand, fall toward the high end of the context continuum, while American culture is on 
the lower end of the continuum. The same idea has been supported by Ozcelik (2001) affirming that a low-context 
cultural pattern is typically found in the Western world such as in North America, Canada, and Western Europe, 
whereas high-context is the dominant pattern in the Middle East, Central Asia, Far East, Africa, South America, and 
to an extent in Eastern and Central Europe. 
Another variable which plays an influential role in affecting communication among people from different 
countries is the individualism/collectivism dimension. According to Hofstede (1980), individualism is the extent to 
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which personal goals become more important than collective goals. Collectivism is the reverse, in which reaching 
group goals is considered more important than individual goals. Cai, Wilson, Drake (2000) summarized in their 
study that individualist cultures emphasize autonomy and independence, self-determination, and protection of self-
interests. Collectivist cultures, in contrast, emphasize interconnection, conformity to group norms, relational 
harmony, and protection of in-group interests. From the study of Knutson (1994), Hofstede’s individualism-
collectivism dimension identifies Thai culture as highly collectivist while the US is ranked as the highest 
individualistic culture. Littlejohn (2002) also mentioned that Northern and Western European and North American 
cultures tend to be individualist, while collectivism is common in Asia, Africa, the Middle East, and Latin America.  
If we look at the countries and regions listed above both in low- and high-context communication and 
individualism/collectivism dimensions, it is quite obvious that they fall in the same categories. Many scholars have 
noticed and agreed on this viewpoint. Gudykunst and Ting-Toomey (1988) noticed that “all cultures Hall labels as 
low-context are individualistic, and all the cultures Hall labels as high-context are collectivistic in Hofstede’s 
schema” (p. 44). Deng (1992) also confirmed in his study that the individualism-collectivism dimension of Hofstede 
and low- and high-context distinction of Hall are isomorphic; both dimensions imply similar cultural variations in 
human behavior (cited in Knutson, 1994). For example, people from individualistic, low-context cultures indicate a 
preference for a direct and overt communication style, confrontational and aggressive behaviors, a clear self 
identification, and a priority of personal interest and achievement. On the contrary, people from collectivist, high-
context cultures indicate a preference for a indirect and covert communication style, and obedient and conforming 
behavior, clear group identification, and a priority for group interest and harmony. 
Hofstede’s (1980) masculinity/femininity dimension also well demonstrates cultural differences among countries. 
According to Hofstede (2001): 
Masculinity stands for a society in which social gender roles are clearly distinct: men are supposed to be 
assertive, tough, and focused on material success; women are supposed to be more modest, tender, and 
concerned with the quality of life. Femininity stands for a society in which social gender roles overlap: both men 
and women are supposed to be modest, tender, and concerned with the quality of life. (p. 297)  
The cultural differences in this dimension have been applied to communication studies in different contexts. For 
instance, Knutson (1994) stated in his work that people from the US, perceived as a masculine country, place value 
on self-achievement and material acquisitions. On the opposite stand, Thai people, perceived as coming from a 
femininity culture, pay most of their attention to quality of life. This statement seems to be supported by the work of 
Hofstede (2001). Regarding the gender roles, women in masculine cultures are expected to be gentle while men are 
not allowed to be weak. In contrast, in feminine countries, everyone can be sensitive. Regarding the buying 
behavior, people from high masculinity countries tend to buy products for showing off, while in feminine countries, 
people pay more attention to the usage and function of the product.  
Another factor that clearly demonstrates cultural values guiding behaviors of the people in a country is power 
distance. According to Hofstede (2001), different cultures put different weights on their status equality. This 
dimension is very important especially in terms of how people treat each other if they represent different status. In 
the family, for example, children in high power distance societies are expected to show and treat with respect their 
parents and older relatives, while children in low power distance cultures are not expected to overtly show status 
differences through amount of respect. An inequality of status is also common in work places especially in high 
power distance countries. While the idea that everyone is supposed to be equal is true in the US (Hofstede, 2001), 
Thai culture has a more rigid hierarchy (Knutson, 1994). 
As discussed above, it is quite obvious that culture is one of the most important variables affecting people’s 
attitude and behavior. Compliance-gaining strategies of individuals as one kind of communication behavior can, 
therefore, be influenced by their own cultures. And, it is this fact that calls my attention regarding an improper move 
if we study compliance-gaining strategies in a Thai context based on Western typologies. From the early adopted 
compliance-gaining taxonomies of Marwell and Schmitt (1967) to the famous typologies of BATs and BAMs of 
Kearney and her associates (1984), none of them are generated from Asian perspectives. Such problems as lack of 
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exhaustiveness of compliance-gaining taxonomies and unclear conceptual definitions of its strategies (Kellermann & 
Cole, in press, cited in Seibold et al., 1994) could become worse when they are applied in different contexts. 
4. Rhetorical Exigence as an Alternative Approach 
Some might question how rhetorical exigence can be used to study compliance gaining. To answer this, we first 
have to look at a definition of rhetoric. In general, rhetoric involves the use of verbal symbols for particular goals, 
especially a goal to coordinate human actions (Hauser, 2002). An attempt of individuals to gain compliance from 
their interactants is obviously an effort to achieve a certain goal. For instance, teachers might have to come up with 
reasons to encourage students to do an individual project rather than work in a group. At the same time, the students 
might try to give their teachers several reasons for doing group work. Whatever the reasons of the teachers and 
students are, they are using verbal symbols to gain compliance from each other.  
Another concept that can help explain why rhetorical exigence is an appropriate approach to study compliance 
gaining is the rhetorical situation. Bitzer (1999) defined rhetorical situations as those situations that call for the 
effective use of language or rhetoric; they are situational and have meaning-context. Hauser (2002) seems to agree 
with Bitzer on this matter. He described rhetorical situations as emerging and relative events that require rhetorical 
actions to fulfill them. Situations are emerging because they have their own meaning across time; they are relative 
because the meanings are based on the individuals’ perceptions (Hauser, 2002). This means in order to have an 
effective communication or a “fitting response,” as Hauser called it, in an interaction, both interactants must define 
the rhetorical situation in the same direction. In a classroom, therefore, for teachers to successfully gain compliance 
from their students, or even the other way around, both teachers and students must first perceive the situation in the 
same way, and then a fitting response between teachers and students must exist.  
Even though the process to achieve a fitting response sounds simple, it is more complicated in a practical world. 
The reason is, according to Hauser (2002), one rhetorical situation might be composed of a number of rhetorical 
exigencies, “an imperfection marked by urgency” (Bitzer, 1999, p. 221). It is these multiple exigencies that hinder 
participants from perceiving the same exigence and achieving a fitting response. What will happen if teachers 
always give a reason about career opportunity to encourage students to have a practical training during their last year 
of studies while what the students only care about are their grades? Obviously, the teachers perceived a different 
exigence and, therefore, failed to provide a fitting response to their students. In other words, the teachers could not 
gain compliance from their students because they have different rhetorical exigencies.  
What is mentioned above does not imply that it is impossible or too difficult for interactants to have the same 
exigence. In fact, according to Hauser (2002), a rhetorical situation may have multiple rhetorical exigencies, but 
there is only one “controlling exigence in the minds of the participants, giving definition to the situation and 
demarcating the range of viable response” (p. 48). Therefore, what each interactant needs to do is to find a 
controlling exigence in a rhetorical situation in order to achieve an effective communication. Likewise, the teachers 
should be able to find out what the controlling exigence is for students in order to gain compliance from them, and 
perhaps to manage the classroom effectively. Although practical training is really beneficial for students’ future 
career, it might be an exigence in the teachers’ eyes, not the students’. In this case, the teachers should be aware that 
most of the students are concerned about their grades while they are still in school. And, that concern is the 
controlling rhetorical exigence in this compliance-gaining situation. 
As shown above, compliance-gaining strategies should not be generalized across situations. What works best in 
one situation might not perform well in others. Different situations call for different controlling exigencies to be 
perceived by interactants, and ultimately enable them to give a fitting response in order to gain compliance in a 
particular situation. This is a major reason why compliance gaining in the classroom should be approached by 
looking at rhetorical exigence between teachers and students.  
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In addition, by relying on this alternative rhetorical approach we can overcome many critiques of traditional 
research of compliance gaining and other interpersonal communication studies. Those critiques are, for instance, 
relying on paper-pencil surveys without considering other situational features which might affect the people’s actual 
behavior (Miller, Cody, & McLaughlin, 1994), measurement designed specifically for one context might not provide 
reliable results in other contexts, surveys might provide only recalled information not actual behaviors, and 
information provided by one individual is often generalized to the dyadic level (Rubin & Graham, 1994). With that 
said, it is more reasonable to study compliance gaining, particularly in the classroom context, through such 
qualitative approaches as observation and in-depth interview. For example, teachers and students should be observed 
while they are in their typical or natural settings to know about their compliance-gaining topics. Then, based on 
those topics, in-depth interviews should be conducted to gain descriptive information regarding perceived 
controlling exigence from both teachers and students. 
This approach might sound similar to the early study of Kearney, Plax, Richmond, and McCroskey (1985) before 
they generated their 18 BATs and BAMs. In their work, students were required to answer open-ended questions 
regarding compliance-gaining messages, and teachers were asked to indicate how often they use those labeled 
typologies and messages. One main difference in this current proposal is by being there and observing the topics 
discussed, researchers, when interviewing, can refer to the real topic or situation, instead of letting the respondents 
recall their own scenarios. Moreover, I believe this kind of finding would provide useful information about how 
teachers and students view and perceive things in the classroom differently or similarly. This in-depth or local 
information would facilitate not only international but also Thai teachers to adjust their perceptions and have a clear 
controlling exigence to those of their students. 
5. Coordinated Management of Meaning: Rhetorical Exigence in Practice 
Based on the theory of Coordinated Management of Meaning (CMM), individuals’ interpretations and acts are 
shaped by rules (Miller, 2001). This might sound simple until some people think and assume that knowing the rules 
can make them a good player or communicator. In fact, the same game with different players or different settings 
might use different rules. Likewise, the same conversation topic with different parties sometimes needs to use 
different rules of interaction or else communicators cannot achieve their goals, for example, cannot gain compliance 
from their interactants. 
To provide an extensive understanding of CMM, Miller (2001) divided three main theoretical concepts of CMM 
from the name of the theory. Those concepts include management, meaning, and coordination. According to Miller 
(2001), management refers to two rules of interaction: constitutive and regulative rules. Specifically, rules that guide 
us to interpret are constitutive rules; rules that guide us how to act based on our understanding are regulative rules 
(Littlejohn, 2002). For Littlejohn (2002), there are four types of contexts that influence people’s rules of meaning 
namely relationship, episode, self-concept, and archetype. Miller (2001), with the same concept, proposed that it is 
possible that people use a different hierarchy of meaning when engaging in an interaction. Those levels of meanings 
include content, speech act, episode, relationship, life script, and cultural patterns. Regarding coordination, 
Phillipsen (1995) referred to it as “the degree to which persons perceive that their actions have fitted together into 
some mutually intelligible sequence or pattern of actions” (cited in Miller, 2001, p. 140). Concurringly, Littlejohn 
(2002) pointed out that communicators need not interpret a particular communicative behavior in the same way, but 
each must feel that their actions are logical and appropriate to one another. In effect, the existence of 
miscommunication or misunderstanding does not mean that interaction is not coordinated. This idea is practical as 
long as there is a “meshing of action” (Miller, 2001, p. 140) of a particular interaction.  
Let us recall the hypothetical situation mentioned above between the teachers who try to tell students to have 
practical training for their own sake, and students whose concern is only about their grades. People who do not 
know CMM might rush to analyze the communication between the teachers and students as not having coordination. 
Some might go further and say that their interaction is not successful. Consider again the concepts of CMM: 
coordination does not refer to the perfect sharing of meaning between communicators, but involves “meshing one’s 
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actions with those of another to the point of feeling that the sequence of actions is logical or appropriate” (Littlejohn, 
2002, p. 174). Therefore, although gaining compliance from students might not be achieved, it does not mean that 
their interaction is not coordinated. As Pearce and Pearce (2000) stated, “rather than using understanding or effect as 
the criterion for successful communication” (p. 410), CMM focuses on coordination of actions or “conjoint 
performances of patterns of communication” (p. 410). In other words, as long as the conversation can move on in a 
logical sequence of actions between and among communicators, CMM scholars would perceive it as a successful 
communication. 
Compliance-gaining researchers might not agree with the concept of coordination in CMM. That is because their 
goal is to find out how and why individual can gain compliance from their interactants, not why and how to make 
the conversation continue. If one cannot gain compliance from his or her interactant, that communication cannot be 
called successful or productive. The concepts of management and meaning of CMM, however, do provide one 
possible explanation why sometimes we cannot gain compliance from others. Based on these two concepts, there is 
a great potential that, in a classroom context, teachers and students are engaged in different levels of meaning which 
lead to the different uses of rules of meaning and action. As Pearce and Pearce (2000) asserted in their work, 
“CMM’s hierarchy model sees every act as simultaneously in several contexts, each of which may frame it as 
having a different meaning” (p. 412). The same statement was also suggested in Miller’s (2001) work that hierarchy 
of meaning defines the contexts in which regulative and constitutive rules are to be used. Teachers, for example, 
might have seen and experienced how practical training is helpful for future careers to many people such as 
themselves, colleagues, their former students, etc. and that might be the reason why they use a life script level of 
meaning to convey their message to their students. Students, on the other hand, might never have any practical 
training and consequently do not believe much in its advantages. Therefore, students may use a different level of 
meaning, episode level for instance, and think that practical training is just another thing that their teachers say is 
good for their studies. Ultimately, students decide not to have a practical training.  
Here we can see that there is a similarity between rhetorical exigence and hierarchy of meaning and how they 
function in our communicative behaviors. In an interaction, if communicators perceive and use different controlling 
exigence, they might not be able to accomplish their communicative goals. Likewise, if communicators engage in 
different levels of meanings, their goal of communication cannot be achieved. Obviously, both controlling exigence 
of rhetorical situation and hierarchical meaning of CMM can help us understand the success or failure of compliance 
gaining attempts.  
Rhetorical exigence can provide more practical, local, and in-depth information than hierarchy of meaning when 
studying compliance gaining. It may be true that using different levels of meaning can cause individuals to fail to 
gain compliance from their interactants. It is also conceivable that although communicators in one interaction use 
the same level of meaning, they still cannot gain compliance from each other. In effect, even though both the 
teachers and students use a life script level of meaning, for instance, the teachers still cannot convince their students 
to have a practical training. This is because they have had different life experiences. As mentioned above, the 
teachers might have experienced advantages of a practical training, but their students have not. What they have seen 
and are concerned with are only their scores. In spite of the fact that CMM’s hierarchy of meaning has a gap of 
restricted rules, it does explicitly show why people think and behave in different ways. Implicitly, it shows that 
rhetorical exigence does really exist and always functions in people’s daily interactions. 
Rhetorical exigence does not have rules or levels of meaning. It provides us information about how 
communicators perceive things differently in the same direction without rules to frame those perceptions. Therefore, 
if teachers are able to have some ideas about controlling exigencies when conversing with their students, gaining 
compliance from the students might be easier. 
6. Conclusion 
As I have shared my concern earlier, most of the studies of communication in cross-cultural and intercultural 
contexts have been influenced by Hall’s (1976) and Hofstede’s (1980; 2001) cultural dimensions that Western 
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countries, for example, categorized in low context and individualistic cultures, prefer equal individual 
communication behavior. On the opposite side, Asian countries, high context and collectivistic cultures, tend to 
focus on the collective group and try to avoid an individual autonomy approach. This stereotype might lead to a 
false assumption that all Asian countries are collectivist and people from these countries will perceive things 
similarly as well as behave and communicate by using the same strategies.  
In fact, it is possible that people from the same region might have different communicative behavior. Let us take 
conflict management studies as an example. At least one research has revealed that people from Asian countries, 
specifically in Hong Kong and China did not avoid conflict as claimed by most cross-cultural conflict research, but 
confronted and dealt with conflict cooperatively (Wong, Tjosvold, Wong, & Liu, 1999). The work of Swierczek and 
Onishi (2003) which showed that Thais and Japanese, both categorized as Asian countries, perceived conflict 
differently may prove that just because they are Asian, it does not mean that they will perceive and handle conflict 
in the same way. As Varner and Beamer (1995) suggested in their study, perceiving conflict differently may affect 
the way individuals come to manage conflict. Likewise, compliance-gaining strategies are not free of social 
influence. People from different countries, whether or not they are from the same region, might perceive one 
situation differently and, as a result, engage in different compliance-gaining strategies. 
I am not suggesting that Hall’s (1976) and Hofstede’s (1998; 2001) cultural dimensions are not applicable. 
Obviously, they are good guidelines for us whenever we have to communicate with people from different cultures. 
However, we need to keep in mind that cultures have no restricted boundaries (Streeck, 1994). They do not function 
as an atlas where each country is painted with different colors. Put differently, there is a grey area where cultural 
boundaries are spread, shifted, or overlapped, and the guidelines might not function as effectively as they should. 
This is when we need to approach communication studies especially in culture-related contexts by considering 
individual differences. 
CMM is one of many theories which try to approach communication studies at an individual level. Although it 
proposes a hierarchy of meaning, it does not mention any factors that might have influence on making choices of 
meaning nor action rules. It is possible that there are countless factors that might have interwoven influence on that 
decision making, including, for example, age, sex, level of education, marital status, emotion, creativity, and culture. 
It is probably also because even though communicators are of the same sex, same age, and live in the same culture, 
they might still engage in different levels of meaning and use different rules of action due to other possible factors 
(e.g., group pressure, health condition). Clearly the main purpose of CMM is not to predict or control others’ 
behavior by understanding the levels of meaning because it is almost impossible to do so. Rather, as the core of 
interpretive theories, “CMM attempts to provide some understanding of how meanings are created, coordinated, and 
managed in the social world” (Miller, 2001, p. 136). However, as mentioned earlier, CMM does have a gap in its 
explanation. Using the same level of meaning does not guarantee communicators will understand and perceive 
things in the same way. Different life experiences, one of many factors, may affect their perceptions and 
interpretations. Therefore, the CMM’s concept of hierarchy of meaning still limits the way we study communication 
on an individual level. 
Compliance gaining is a rhetorical situation where communicators need rhetoric to achieve their communicative 
goals. A mother and her children, a salesman and customer, or teachers and their students, as well as other people, 
all need to rely on numerous techniques and messages to gain compliance from each other. Compliance-gaining 
taxonomies including BATs and BAMs derived from Western scholars might not cover strategies used by people 
from different cultures. Rhetorical exigence, therefore, enables us to understand how individuals perceive each 
situation, and respond to it. In a classroom context, knowing, or at least having some ideas as to what is a controlling 
exigence in their students’ minds, teachers might be able to manage their classroom more effectively and, 
ultimately, gain compliance from their students more successfully.  
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